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Background 
• Two indicators projects –                          
Regional Equity Atlas 2.0 and Greater Portland 
Pulse 
• Same 4-county bi-state region        
• PSU and Metro partners in both 
• Both deeply concerned with social equity 
• Both sought to utilize data visualization tools 
• Two different results 
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Why maps? 




Project champion: Coalition for a Livable Future 
Key partners: Metro, IMS (PSU) 
Major funders: Robert Wood Johnson Foundation, Kaiser Permanente 
Community Fund, NW Health Foundation 
 
Wish List for Regional Equity Atlas 2.0 
• A more comprehensive and responsive list of indicators 
for stakeholders 
• Objectivity of a university partnership and unbiased data 
• All indicators mapped at a neighborhood level 
• Disaggregated whenever possible 
• Interactive web-based mapping tool 
– Multi-layering and transparencies 
– Some analytical capacity 
• Visualization and data download capabilities 
• Story-telling interface 
• Varieties of community engagement 
 
Regional Equity Atlas 2.0 
Equity Frame 
All people have 
access to 
meeting basic 
needs 
All people have 
the power to 
shape the future 
of their 
communities 
All communities 
experience the 
benefits and 
share the costs 
of growth and 
change 
All people are 
able and have 
the opportunity 
to achieve their 
full potential 
Indicator Categories:  
demographics 
housing 
quality education 
transportation  
food 
democratic participation  
health care 
health outcomes 
environment 
economic opportunity 
parks and nature 
services and amenities 
community 
ou
tc
om
es
 
Stakeholder 
involvement 
Equity analysis concerns: 
 
Disaggregation of data by race, 
ethnicity, income, and age 
 
Mapping at the neighborhood level 
 
“Aspirational” indicators 
 
Metro’s Context Tool 





CLF’s disaggregation work-around 
portlandpulse.org 
Measuring Results 
Inspiring Action 
For information contact Liza Morehead: more@pdx.edu 
Project champions: Metro, IMS (PSU) 
Key funders: Metro, PSU, city governments 
 
Wish List for Greater Portland Pulse 
• Consensus-based outcomes 
• Limited number of the best indicators for the outcome 
possible 
• Real-time temporal change 
• Disaggregated whenever possible 
• Interactive web-based data visualization tool 
• Visualization and data download capabilities 
• Ongoing engagement 
– Results teams 
– Key stakeholders 
– Community members 
Greater Portland Pulse 
 
Advisory Team 
 
Equity Panel 
ou
tc
om
es
 
Economic 
opportunity:  
individual, family, 
business, & 
community 
prosperity 
Education:  
well-educated 
individuals and 
workforce 
Safe People: 
Community members 
live at minimal risk of 
danger, trust safety 
leaders and public 
officials 
Arts and Culture: 
Daily arts for 
youth, economic 
stability for 
providers, 
equitable access 
Civic Engagement: 
Informed community 
members, strong 
sense of community, 
political participation 
Healthy People: 
low morbidity, 
high quality of 
life,  high life 
expectancy 
Healthy Natural 
Environment: 
healthy soils, water, 
environmental 
systems; EJ and 
equity 
Housing and Communities:   
access to housing, access to home 
ownership, improved homelessness, 
access to services, community 
connectedness, parity for people of 
color 
Access and Mobility:  
access to essential info, 
goods, services, activities, 
and destinations; mobility 
options; system that 
supports equity 
Indicator Equity Frame:   
Disaggregation, Mapping, Aspirational  Indicators, Community Perspective 
 
INDICATORS  
Weave visualizations 
Greater Portland Pulse  
in the Community 
Key Champions Advocacy coalition of 
community-based 
organizations 
Regional government 
Higher education 
Primary Funders Foundations  
(health-focused) 
Project based funding 
Government 
Higher education 
Continuous funding needed 
Outcome Frame Regional social equity as 
defined by CLF’s public 
engagement process 
9 outcome themes  
(social equity 
considerations underlie all 
outcome and indicators} 
Purpose 1. Inspire dialogue 
2. Inform policy 
3. Measure progress 
toward desired 
outcomes 
1. Measure progress 
toward desired 
outcomes 
2. Inform policy 
3. Inspire dialogue 
Regional Equity Atlas Greater Portland Pulse 
Intended Audience 1. Public 
2. Government 
1. Government 
2. Public 
Measurement 
priorities 
1. Objective, unbiased 
2. Spatial precision 
(neighborhood scale) 
3. Temporal 
precision/replicability 
1. Objective, unbiased 
2. Temporal 
precision/replicability 
3. Spatial precision 
Outcome and 
Indicator 
identification 
Broad engagement 
Research/best practices 
Broad engagement 
Research/best practices 
Number of 
indicators 
No initial limit set 
132 (13 categories) 
Strict initial limits set 
64 indicators (9 topics) 
Indicator costs Some proprietary data 
High processing costs 
No proprietary data 
Low processing costs 
Regional Equity Atlas Greater Portland Pulse 
Indicator update 
cycles 
5 to 10 year cycle 
Low maintenance costs 
Continuous 
High maintenance costs 
Visualization Tool Context Tool (Metro) 
License holder Metro is sole license 
holder 
IMS holds license 
Projects’ visualization 
emphasis 
1. Mapping (raster 
and vector) 
2. Tables and charts 
1. Charts and graphs 
2. Mapping (vector) 
Tools’ strengths 1. Spatial analytics 
2. Map visualization 
3. Interactive tables  
and charts 
1. Interactive visualizations 
2. Linked histograms and 
scatter plots to maps 
Regional Equity Atlas Greater Portland Pulse 
Weave (Weave Open 
Indicators Consortium) 
Concluding Thoughts 
• What do measuring and tracking social equity require within 
the framework of inspiring action or making something 
actionable? 
– Actionable data?  “real time” spatially generalized data vs. 
geographic specificity 
• At the regional level, is geographically generalized data actionable? 
– Number of indicators and geographic scale 
• Too many – too few? 
– The complexities of equity may require many 
• Actionable data 
– May require sub-county level data 
– Disaggregation vs. geographic scale 
• The notion of “aspirational” indicators 
• Equity Atlas’ population overlay solution 
– Community perspective 
• Engagement during the creation and maintenance phases 
– Agency in using the tools 
 
 
 
